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Detailed Comments 
 
1. Spatial Planning and Economic Development 
 

The Regional Plan remains in force and may well still be in force at the time of 
the scheduled Public Examination in December 2012. The district council will 
need to demonstrate at the examination that the core strategy is in general 
conformity with the Regional Plan and founded on robust evidence.  

A particular issue in this respect will be the overall level of housing provision 
which at 388 dwellings per annum falls below the original provision required 
by the Regional Plan.  

For the County Council to be able to plan and manage its services and 
functions effectively (including those set out in paragraph 6 above), it is 
essential that the growth and future development of the district is 
comprehensively planned, and therefore that the Core Strategy is formalised 
through being found sound at Examination then and adopted by the District 
Council. 

The consideration of the broader sub-regional context in the Core Strategy is 
welcomed, although more recognition could be given to the role and proximity 
of the East Midlands Parkway as an alternative form of transport for residents 
in NWL to access Nottingham and cities further a field.  

Greater reference could be made to the role Neighbourhood Plans will be able 
to play in meeting the needs and aspirations of local communities.   

Paragraph 6.25 – Retail Capacity Study – 2007. Updated in 2007, but pre-
recession.  Further work will be needed in future years to update this. 
 
Paragraph 8.98 - Amend text as the Ashby canal has never reached Ashby. 
   
CS2 – District Employment Land Provision – it would be beneficial for 
economic growth reasons to add a statement on the need for a range of sizes 
of industrial/ commercial units & for “affordable small-medium employment 
space” to be built alongside large units as part of planning permissions. 
  
CS3 – East Midlands Airport: Clause d) is welcomed as it will support efforts 
to reduce worklessness and numbers of troubled families.  
  
CS10 – The reference to a wide portfolio of employment, including support for 
starter & “grow-on” units, and managed workspace, is welcomed.   
 
CS11 – The policy is welcomed as a means of maximising the securing of 
training & employment opportunities for local people & businesses. 



  
SO4 – Welcome the objective to “support the sustainable growth of the rural 
economy, particularly tourism, leisure and the diversification of agricultural 
businesses”. 
 
Para 7.40 – Building for Life criteria will need to be met for 10 or more 
dwellings. This is supported but the policy should clarify what score the 
scheme will need to achieve out of 20. 
 
CS30 – The widening of the tourism development to include between Ashby-
Swadlincote and Measham rather than just around Moira is welcomed.   
 
2. Multi Agency Traveller Unit 
 
The policy on Gypsy and Traveller sites only makes provision until 2016, 

which is unlikely to be adequate for a strategy that extends to 2031. The new 

Planning Policy Statement (PPS) for Travellers Sites requires that provision 

for Gypsies and Travellers is managed in the same way as for bricks and 

mortar housing; in that a five year supply should be calculated based on up to 

date objective evidence. The current policy and evidence are not sufficient to 

calculate what the five year supply should be, or propose suitable sites to 

deliver this. 

 

The Multi Agency Traveller Unit is seeking to coordinate an update of the 
Gypsy and Traveller evidence base in partnership with the local authorities of 
Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland. Updating the Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment will be essential if the District Council’s Core 
Strategy policy is to be based on up to date and robust evidence. 
 
Para 7.32 – capital G and T needed for Gypsies and Travellers 
 
CS policy 20 – real concern that this policy only makes provision to 2016. In 
its current form it is unlikely to be compliant with new PPS for Travellers Sites 
as the 5 year supply cannot be identified from this policy, let alone land 
allocated to deliver it. This document will need a clear policy for Gypsies and 
Travellers post 2016. 
 
3.  Transport 
 

General: There are a number of changes necessary to make the policy sound 
from a transport perspective. There is a need for the evidence base to be 
completed, including further modelling work, and for revisions to be made to 
the Infrastructure Plan to ensure that it more reasonably reflects the nature 
and costs of transportation infrastructure required to support growth across 
the district. 

 
Page 19: Key issues, slightly surprised that a 'High level of road injuries and 
deaths' is a key issue.  Our accident unit have commented: 



  
In 2011 there were 288 reported road casualties in NWL, the forth highest of 
the 7 district/boroughs.  With such relatively small numbers annual casualty 
numbers can vary considerably, but more important is the fact that the 
disaggregated picture across the County is very much influenced by 
population, road length, traffic volumes and the rural/urban nature of the road 
environment.  Without reference to these parameters the statement that "The 
rate of road injuries and deaths in the district is higher than average" and 
hence there is a "high level of road injuries and deaths" is potentially 
misleading.  In the absence of detailed analysis, which I suspect has not been 
undertaken, I suggest we simply go for "Road safety" as a "key factor that 
needs to be considered."  
 
Page 28: Policy CS6. The sentiment of the Policy is supported in principle.  
However, there is no clear evidence about how a Strategic Rail Freight 
Interchange might operate, including the impacts that it would have on the 
local highway network. There is a need for a complete evidence base. Until 
this is complete and the impacts that a SRFI will have are better understood, 
care needs to be taken about not being too over-specific as to the nature of 
transport infrastructure required (e.g. ei and eii). These may be better 
described in the supporting text rather than the Policy 

 
Page 30: Policy CS7. The Policy is supported in principle.  However, specific 
development proposals must have good sustainable travel connectivity to 
facilities within settlements if the benefits of this policy, in terms of the 
reducing the need to travel by car, are to be realised/maximised. 

 
Page 40: Policy CS13. Whilst the importance of the rural economy is 
recognised, development in rural areas must be located where the need to 
travel is minimised/there is access to alternative modes to the private car 
otherwise the Policy could be in conflict with the Local Transport Plan. 

 
Page 53: Policy CS22 and associated Infrastructure Plan. The Infrastructure 
Plan contains a list of proposals that are based on an assumed need and/or 
only a partial evidence base.  An example of this is the assumed need for a 
western relief road at Castle Donington to be a dual rather than single 
carriageway.   
 
The Infrastructure Plan also appears incomplete.  For example, it fails to 
include a link road from land north of Grange Road to the A511, which has 
previously been identified as being necessary to support growth in Coalville.  
Furthermore, it focuses predominantly on Coalville and fails to consider 
infrastructure needs in other settlements in the District including for example, 
Measham and Ibstock.  This is a consequence of a lack of a complete 
evidence base.   
 
Some proposed infrastructure e.g. improvements to Hugglescote crossroads 
identified in the Infrastructure Plan will require the need for third party land.  
The Policy fails to set out if NWLDC will be prepared to acquire third party 
land on behalf of developers if necessary, either by negotiation or by using 



their Compulsory Purchase Order powers. there is a need for the evidence 
base to be completed, including further modelling work, and for revisions to be 
made to the infrastructure Plan to ensure that it more reasonably reflects the 
nature and costs of transportation infrastructure required to support growth 
across the district. 

 
Page 55 paragraph 7.54. A Kegworth bypass could come forward by other 
means e.g. as a consequence of the SRFI. It might be advisable to amend the 
paragraph to remove the words “are now considered unlikely to come forward 
during the plan period”.   
 
CS6 – Will this policy be effective if the decision for SRTI will be taken 
nationally. 
 
4. Education 
 
For further information contact Julie Muddimer Strategic Officer (School Place 
Planning and Pupil Admissions) 
 
Coalville 
Stephenson North: 
1420 homes 
1 new 315 place primary school 
Extension to existing secondary schools 
Any further development in this area e.g. Broom Leys farm site would require 
an extension to the new primary school, and further extensions to the existing 
secondary schools. 
 
Bardon Grange: 
Current application for 800 homes (phase 1) 

• I new 315 place primary school 

• Extension to existing secondary schools 
Possible Phase 2 Further 800 homes 

• New primary school will provide sufficient places 

• Extension to existing secondary schools 
Possible Phase 3 Up to 3500 homes in total 

• 1 new 420 place primary school 

• 1 new secondary school of a size to be determined depending on the 
age range  

 
Ashby 
East of Leicester Road Site and Smisby Road, S106 Contributions have been 
agreed for extensions to the existing primary and secondary schools. 
All primary schools in Ashby Town and now full or forecast to be so in the next 
2-5 years. 
The building of a further circa 560 homes will require the provision of a new 
210 place primary school and further extension to the existing secondary 
schools.  
 
Castle Donington 



Section 106 contributions have been sought for the Park Lane Development; 
this will require a new 210 place primary school. 
Currently secondary education is organised as a 10-14/ 14-19 split if this 
arrangement continues than an extension will be required to the 14-19 school 
which is Shepshed Hind Leys. 
 
Ibstock 
S106 responses have already been made in respect of the sites with either 
planning permission or a planning application made. If a further 239 homes 
are built this will require further extensions to the Infant and Junior schools in 
Ibstock, and the Secondary Schools in Ibstock and Ashby. 
 
Kegworth 
S106 responses have already been made in respect of sites with either 
planning permission or where a planning application has been made. 
If a further 184 homes are built this will require further extensions to the 
Kegworth Primary and the secondary schools in Castle Donington and 
Shepshed. 
 
Measham 
There is some capacity at Measham C E Primary school to accommodate 
additional pupils, but if a further 342 homes where built the school would 
require further extension. Extensions would also be required to the secondary 
schools in Ashby 
 
Summary 

• In common with most of Leicestershire, the area in the North West is 
seeing the impact of a growth in the primary age pupil population. Many 
schools are full or forecast to be near capacity in the next 5 years (the 
latest year for which we have forecast). 

• Some of the larger developments will require new primary and in one case 
a new secondary school. 

• Many of the sites are interdependent e.g. the approval of Bardon Grange 
will effectively take up any space capacity in the area and the Stephenson 
North site, and recent applications in Hugglescote and Donington le Heath 
will have greater S106 requirements.  

• Ibstock, Measham and Ashby are all served by the same group of 
secondary schools, (Ibstock High, Ashby Ivanhoe and Ashby School) in 
the same way that Castle Donington and Kegworth are. (Castle Donington 
High school, Shepshed Hind Leys College) If all the growth areas where to 
proceed at the rates identified there would be a significant impact on the 
secondary provision in those areas. 

• It is difficult to put a financial cost on extensions to schools because the 
scope of the work required will be dependant on the school population at 
that time and the need for additional space generated by the new 
development. 

• An increasing number of secondary  schools are becoming Academies 
and are also exploring a change in the age range e.g. from 10-14 to 11-16, 
this will have an impact on the S106 requirements but it is difficult to 
anticipate at this stage what that impact will be. 



 
Paragraph 2.28 - although education statistics given for whole district, there 
needs to specify the huge difference between certain areas of the District as 
education attainment varies tremendously. 
 
5. Extra Care Housing 
 
The Core Strategy acknowledges the ageing population trend and need for 
different housing options and responses to be considered, including the need 
for lifetime homes that can support the needs of people as they age - all of 
which is positive.  However, there is no specific mention of the potential to 
develop extra care housing as a means of meeting the needs of older people 
in the district - the inclusion of this would ensure stronger links with 
Leicestershire's Extra Care Housing Strategy 2010-2015. 
  
The Extra Care Housing Strategy identifies the need for 500 additional extra 
care places across the County by 2015. This is based on demographic 
changes, the need to replace existing failing accommodation and to provide a 
viable economic alternative to high cost residential care and hospitalisation.  
The Strategy projects that 22% of the Leicestershire population will be over 65 
by 2025; creating greater demand for specialist housing for older people.  
While the ageing population is reflected in the North West Leicestershire 
Local Plan Core Strategy, the role that extra care housing might play in 
meeting this need does not seem to be recognised at present. 
 
6. Broadband 
 

Currently there is only one reference to broadband within CS13. This includes 
a performance measure which will monitor the rollout of super-fast broadband 
across the whole district. 
 
The CS should emphasise the cross-cutting importance of super-fast 
broadband to both communities and businesses as an essential infrastructure. 
It is considered that reference to super-fast broadband should be included 
within policies CS2, CS7, CS10, CS22 and the appended Infrastructure Plan. 
The CS has a critical role to ensure that all planned housing and employment 
development can access super-fast broadband - either through provision of 
suitable ducting in readiness or by direct deployment in areas telephone 
exchanges have been upgraded.  
 
To ensure all communities and businesses across North West Leicestershire 
can benefit from super-fast broadband there is a need for significant capital 
investment. Leicestershire County Council has allocated £4m to match the 
Government's £3.1m allocation. The County Council is in the process of 
procuring a supplier to rollout super-fast broadband across the County. It is 
critical that further investment is raised from all Districts to ensure that new 
and existing communities and business can take advantage of improved 
broadband connectivity. 
 
7. Ecology 



 

The policies within the Core Strategy fail to provide adequate protection for 
the natural assets within the district, and are not compatible with the National 
Planning Policy Framework (key paragraphs 109, 113, 117 and 118).  The 
accompanying text contains a series of errors in understanding, and some 
omissions. Leicestershire County Council would like to work with NWL on 
alternative wording for the policies outlined, please liaise with Sue Timms. 
 
CS32: This policy fails to provide adequate protection for the natural assets 
within the district, and in my view is not compatible with the National Planning 
Policy Framework (key paragraphs 109, 113, 117 and 118).  The 
accompanying text contains a series of errors in understanding, and some 
omissions.  Detailed comments as follows: 

   
CS32: 
Paragraph 113, off NPPF covers the distinctions between national, 
international and local designations.   In NWL, locally important sites are 
those that meet our published criteria (Guidelines for the Selection of Local 
Wildlife Sites in Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland).  By applying these 
criteria, sites are designated as Candidate Local Wildlife Sites.   If the 
landowner is amenable, these sites may then be designated as Local 
Wildlife Sites.   

 
There is no substantive difference between Candidate LWs and LWS; both 
have to meet the same set of criteria.  The difference is purely in obtaining the 
landowner’s permission to designate.    In some circumstances the landowner 
may not give permission, or the landowner may not be known, or a site may 
be pending permission.  If the policy referred simply to LWS, it would exclude 
many candidate LWS of comparable biodiversity value that are as important in 
wildlife terms as LWS, and which contribute to the district’s ecological 
network.  It would also exclude any sites identified after the adoption of the 
Core Strategy. This would result in part of the biodiversity network having (by 
implication) a lesser degree of protection in the planning process.  This would 
not be in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 109 and throughout, which 
stresses the importance of moving from net loss in biodiversity to net gain, 
and establishing coherent and resilient ecological networks.     
 
Paragraph 117 (BAP Habitat) stresses the importance of preservation, 
restoration and recreation of priority habitats and protection and recovery of 
species populations, linked to national and local targets. The policy should 
therefore make reference to the local and national Biodiversity Action Plan 
priority habitats and species (see www.lrwt.org.uk and www.ukbap.org.uk).   

 
The LWS criteria are closely linked to the local BAP, and including a reference 
to meeting these criteria within the policy will encompass local priority habitats 
and species.  The policy should therefore make it clear that any site that 
meets the Local Wildlife Site criteria is covered by that part of the policy 
concerned with local designation. 
 



Paragraph 118 (Net gain and harm to biodiversity) covers the principles to be 
applied when determining planning applications.  It is clear that applications 
should be REFUSED if they cause significant harm that cannot be adequately 
mitigated or compensated for.  This should be built into the policy.  Currently, 
the implication of the policy is that development on locally designated sites is 
allowed if it ‘minimises’ impacts on biodiversity.  ‘Minimise’ could mean 
‘slightly reduce’, which is against the principle of paragraph 118.  Instead, the 
wording in NPPF paragraph 118 should be carried through into the policy, and 
it should be made clear that some developments will be refused unless 
adequate mitigation or compensation is provided.    

 
It isn’t good enough to merely require net gain, as this is difficult to define – 
habitats don’t come with their inbuilt score that allows a balance sheet to be 
prepared.  In all cases it is important to follow the hierarchic principle of trying 
to ensure avoidance of harm first; if this is impossible, mitigation of harm by 
reducing impacts should then be considered; followed as a last resort by 
compensation which includes destruction of the habitat.  By applying the 
principle simply of net gain, there is no policy justification that would prevent 
leaping straight to the last resort of compensation without having first 
considered avoidance and mitigation. 
 
Paragraph 118 (Irreplaceable Habitats) also covers the impacts on 
irreplaceable habitats, stating that planning permission should be refused for 
those developments resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable 
habitats unless the benefits outweigh the loss.  This needs to be included in 
the policy.  In order for this part of the PPF to be applied locally, a definition of 
‘irreplaceable’ in the context of NWL should be given.  Irreplaceable habitats 
include heathland, ancient parkland, veteran trees, ancient semi-natural 
woodland and mature broadleaved plantation woodland, species rich and 
ancient hedgerows, species-rich grasslands, significant wetland systems and 
floodplains, and natural watercourses.   Species-rich grasslands that have 
developed naturally on certain post-industrial sites should also be deemed 
irreplaceable as it is unlikely that the special environmental conditions that 
allowed the natural development of this habitat will ever be repeated.     

 
1.5 Ecological networks: Designated sites and priority habitats alone do 
not make up an ecological network, but are components within it.   Sites that 
creates links, wildlife corridors or ‘stepping stones’ between designated sites 
and BAP habitats must be conserved also to retain connectivity between 
components of the wider ecological network and to retain the future possibility 
of addressing fragmentation of habitats.  Many of these linking sites may not 
have intrinsic ecological value of enough importance to be designated, but 
may have great strategic value.   
 
There is no mention in the policy of the need to protect ecological networks.  
This is mentioned several times in the NPPF (see 114 and 117), in line with 
the Lawton report (‘Making Space for Nature: a Review of England’s Wildlife 
Sites and Ecological Network’ Sir John Lawton, September 2010) and the 
Natural Environment White Paper (‘The Natural Choice: securing the value of 



nature’ HMG, June 2011).   Failure to cover this within the policy is against 
one of the central principles of the NPPFs approach to biodiversity.    

 
1.6 Monitoring: LPAs should also identify suitable indicators for 
monitoring the plan, which has not been done.  How will ‘net gain’ be 
monitored – how will it be measured?   I recommend that the approach used 
is to measure the area of local BAP habitat created, restored or managed as a 
result of a local planning decision, against the area of habitat lost, damaged or 
declining as a result of a planning decision.   

 
1.7 Geodiversity: No mention is made of this important component of the 
natural environment.  I recommend that it is included within the policy.  
 
Alternative policy 
Recommend an alternative policy wording, consistent with the NPPF, as 
follows (NB: this is based on the policy within Melton’s Core Strategy) 
 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity 
 
Development proposals must demonstrate that they will not result in 
significant harm to the network of local and national ecological features, 
habitats and designated sites in the District, including:  
 
a) Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs); 
b) Regionally and locally important Geodiversity Sites (RIGS); 
c) Local Wildlife Sites (LWS), Local Nature Reserves (LNR) and candidate 
Local Wildlife Sites (cLWS) which meet the Leicester, Leicestershire and 
Rutland LWS criteria; 
d) Local and UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) priority habitats; 
e) Irreplaceable habitats, including veteran trees, ancient semi-natural 
woodlands, mature broadleaved plantation woodlands, ancient parkland, 
species-rich and ancient hedgerows, species-rich grassland, heathland, 
natural watercourses and important wetland systems; 
f) River corridors;  
g) Any other sites which are designated or have the potential to be designated 
for the purpose of conserving wildlife and their associated habitats. 
 
It will expect new development to maintain ecological corridors and landscape 
features (such as watercourses and waterways, disused railway lines, 
hedgerows and tree-lines and other components of the habitat network) for 
biodiversity, as well as for other green infrastructure and recreational uses. 
 
Where a proposed development is likely to have an adverse impact on a 
designated site or important habitat, planning permission will not be granted 
unless the benefits of the development clearly outweigh the impact that it is 
likely to have on the important ecological features of the site and the wider 
ecological network.     
 
It will expect developments to avoid or mitigate harm to ecological features, 
habitats, the ecological network and designated sites.  It will only consider 



development that results in the loss of ecological features in circumstances 
where replacement provision of equal or greater value and potential than that 
which will be lost is made, and which is likely to result in a net gain in 
biodiversity.  
 
Paragraph 8.5.4 
 
The NBN Gateway is a useful source of data nationally, but it is by no means 
comprehensive, and the data is held at a low resolution with much of the 
species data held at 10km2 or 1km2 resolutions. The NBN data rarely 
includes full information about a record, such as of numbers of individuals, 
population sizes, other useful supporting information such as method of 
sampling and habitat, the recorder’s name and the location against it.  The 
main purpose of the NBN is to provide a national picture of distribution of 
species, for which it is ideal, but its use in a local context is not appropriate.     
The Leicestershire and Rutland Environmental Records Centre (LRERC) 
holds additional data, including recent records (it is updated every month) at 
greater spatial resolution and with more information attached, and works in 
partnership with the local County Recorders’ Network.  It should be the first 
port of call for information about local biodiversity.    

 
The list of ‘Records, covering plants, mammals, birds and invertebrates’ 
misses out important groups such as fish, amphibia, reptile and fungi. 

 

Although Local Wildlife Sites are on the NBN Gateway, they are not displayed 
in a way that is particularly usable, and the list is out of date.  It does not 
include candidate LWS, which are as important as LWS for local biodiversity.   
LRERC again should be the first port of call for information about locally 
designated sites. 

 

‘We have undertaken a detailed study of the area . . .’ – presumably this 
refers to the extended Phase 1 survey carried out by LRERC for the District 
Council between 2006 and 2009?   It would be helpful to give a reference.  
Many of the sites identified during this survey are designated as candidate 
Local Wildlife Sites; contrary to the statement that the study  ‘identified a 
number of sites of more local significance’ these sites have the same status 
and value as Local Wildlife sites – i.e. they meet the LWS criteria for 
Leicester, Leicestershire and Rutland  and are therefore of County-wide 
value. 

 
Recommend alternative text for 8.54 as follows: 

 
8.54.    
Biodiversity information about the district is available from the 
Leicestershire and Rutland Environmental Records Centre (LRERC).   
This information includes data on species which has been collated from a 
variety of sources including in-house surveys, amateur naturalists and 
local experts, County Recorder’s Network, Natural England and the 
Environment Agency, and Ecological Consultancies working within 



Leicestershire.   LRERC can also provide information about the status of 
protected species in the District.  
 
The NBN Gateway provides a useful source of information about the 
national context of species distribution.   
 
LRERC maintains a sites and habitats database of locally and nationally 
designated sites and BAP habitats within the district, which is updated 
twice a year.   
 

Paragraph 8.55 
 
Paragraph 117 of the NPPF requires LPAs to identify and map 
components of the local ecological network.   The Sub-regional Green 
Infrastructure Network is prepared for a different purpose, on a lower 
resolution than local (i.e. within the district) and covers other topics apart 
from ecology.  It is not in my view adequate to fulfil this requirement of the 
NPPF, and commitment needs to be made to production of a local network 
map.  LRERC can provide information to enable this.   

 

P19: Suggest adding in…" protecting geodiversity."  

CS8 Countryside, first paragraph add 'the geodiversity, its landscape heritage 
and wildlife.'  

SO15  eg p 40. 'Protect geodiversity, its landscape, heritage and wildlife'  

Insert between 8.53 and 8.54: 

"There are 5 geological SSSIs and 10 Regionally Important Geological Sites 
(RIGS)/ Candidate RIGS in NWL. The geological interest varies from unique 
Precambrian volcanic rocks, Carboniferous limestones, coal-bearing rocks, 
geomorphological landscape features, fossils and rare minerals which are in 
museums all over the world. Charnwood Lodge is a National Nature Reserve 
because of its geodiversity and famous volcanic blocks ejected from 
volcanoes 600 million years ago. They are similar to those erupted on 
Monserrat in the Caribbean in 1995. Geodiversity records relating to NWL 
include detail of geological SSSIs, RIGS and landscape features; the maps, 
photos, boreholes, wells and springs data are held by Leicestershire County 
Council." 

 

8. Green Wedges / Green Spaces 

 

The Core Strategy proposes the removal of the Green Wedge designation 
between Coalville, Whitwick, Thringstone and Swannington. This is replaced 
by an Area of Separation (to prevent the merging of Coalville with Whitwick 
and Swannington) and designation as countryside.  When the County Council 
engaged with local communities on the green spaces they valued in 2011 
particular concern was expressed about the loss of green space in this area.  



The Government, through its National Planning Policy Framework, provides 
local communities with the opportunity to designate, through local or 
neighbourhood plans, Local Green Spaces. The County Council and district 
councils have subsequently produced a green spaces toolkit to help local 
communities wanting to make such local designations.  The Core Strategy 
notes that local communities will be able to designate Local Green Spaces but 
could go further by mentioning how the District Council will support 
communities to do this, including by making reference to the Green Spaces 
Toolkit.       

 

9. Property 
 
The Core Strategy proposes directions of growth for the main settlements 
which are not intended to be site specific allocations. It is not clear whether 
the broad locations have been identified as being the most suitable, 
sustainable and deliverable directions for growth and where the evidence is to 
substantiate the chosen locations. Until the evidence can be seen and tested, 
concern is raised that the broad locations do not provide sufficient certainty 
that growth will be delivered and that this growth will lead to the most 
acceptable and sustainable form of development.   

 
In respect of Ibstock, the town has a good range of facilities and is close to 
large areas of employment making it a sustainable settlement that can 
accommodate further growth as outlined. This growth will assist in helping to 
sustain and improve the local shops and community facilities that will 
otherwise continue to decline. 
 
If more development was to be focused on Ibstock, the County Council has 
deliverable sites in suitable locations that could support this aspiration. 
 
The chosen direction for growth to the west of Ibstock is within an existing 
Area of Separation between Heather and Ibstock. The Core Strategy 
suggests that the Area of Separation will be reviewed but it doesn’t explain 
why the preferred location for growth has been chosen in a location that will 
reduce the already narrow gap between the two settlements. Whilst growth in 
this direction would be relatively sustainable given the proximity to local 
facilities, it would reduce a meaningful area of separation between Heather 
and Ibstock. An acceptable direction for the growth of Ibstock would be to the 
south west of the settlement where concerns regarding coalescence with 
Heather do not arise. Land off Station Road represents a sustainable area to 
accommodate growth and from a landowner perspective, there are no 
constraints that would threaten deliverability. 

 


